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THE UNI VERS ITY OF NEW MEX I CO

DATE ,

October 14, 1975

The University ~ aty
"RO M:

John N. Du1;{· ,
I

I

3 UBJECT:

ecretary
-

Special \M~eting
../

At the request of 99 petitioners (i .e., more than the required five per cent), President Davis has scheduled a
special meeting of the University Faculty for Thursday,
October 30, at 3:30 _2.m. in the Kiva.
The purpose of the special meeting, as expressed by the
petitioners, is to discuss a resolution concerning the
Regents' rev ersal of the AF&TC recommendation regarding the
tenure of Associate Professor John S. Mann. To quote from
the petition:
On balance, it seems clear that Professor
Mann has been the subject of unfair and unreasonable treatment. We hereby call for a
special meeting of the University Faculty to
discuss this matter~ the Academic Freedom and
Tenure Committee, as well as the Regents, are
invited to make their cases before the faculty.
At this meeting the following resolution will
be discussed:
"The Faculty of the Unive rsi ty
of New Mexico concludes that the action of the
Regents of the University in the Mann matter
reflects an unsatisfactory condition of academic freedom on the campus. In particular,
we strongly deplore the Regent reversal of
the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee in
the Mann case."
JND:ab
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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
FACULTY MEETING
October 30, 1975
(Sununarized Minutes)
The October 30, 1975, special meeting of the University Faculty
was called to order by President Davis at 3:37 p .m., in the
Kiva, with a quorum present. The President explained that the
meeting had been called at the request of 99 petitioners--rnore
than the required 5 per cent--to discuss a resolution concerning
the Regents' reversal of the Academic Freedom and Tenure Corrunittee recorrunendation regarding the tenure of Associate Professor
John S. Mann. He read from the petition as follows :
"On balance,
it seems clear that Professor Mann has been the subject of unfair
and unreasonable treatment. We hereby call for a special meeting
of the University Faculty to discuss this matter; the Academic
Freedom and Tenure Corrunittee, as well as the Regents, are invited
to make their cases before the Faculty. At this meeting the following resolution will be discussed:
'The Faculty of the University of New Mexico concludes that the action of the Regents in
the Mann matter reflects an unsatisfactory condition of academic
freedom on the campus. In particular, we strongly -deplore the
Regent
reversal of the Academic Freedom and Tenure Corrunittee in
the Mann case. '
11

Being recognized by the President, Professor Goodman, president
of the UNM Chapter of the A.A.:-T.P., made the following motion :
"The Faculty of the university of New Mexico concludes that the
action of the Regents of the University in the Mann matter reflects
an unsa~isfactory condition of academic freedom on the campus. In
par~icular, we strongly deplore the Regent
reversal of the Academic Freedom and Tenure corrunittee in the Mann case. We call on
the Regents to reconsider their decision in this case and request
that those members of the Board who involved themselves in the
case before it came to them for judgment disqualify themselves."
~n the ensuing

remarks, the grading practices of several persons
the College of Education were discussed at some length. Addi~ionally, it was argued by several faculty members that the Regents ,
in reversing the favorable recorrunendation of the Academic Freedom
and Tenure Corrunittee relative to Professor Mann's tenure, had failed
to follow the AF&T Policy procedures by considering the Corrunittee
report sufficiently or by specifying their objections properly .
It
was also noted that the Regents' insistence on an apology from Pro ~essor Mann regarding alleged misconduct at a faculty meeting was
~nc~n~istent with their later role as impartial judges in th~ tenure
becision . The additional point was made that Faculty authority has
t~en ~'progressively eroded by administrative bureaucracy,
and that
Fe first job of a Senate , if approved, should be to reassert
aculty prerogatives.
i~
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Further discussion elicited an amendment, from Professor Howarth,
to delete the final sentence of Professor Goodman's motion (see
above) and substitute the following:
"In view of Professor Mann's
clear value to the University as a teacher and scholar, we urge
the Regents to approve his reappointment as Associate Professor
of Elementary Education." This amendment was approved by the
Faculty, but the motion as thus amended was then defeated .
Professor Gregory then moved the identical amended motion but
with the deletion of the following words :
"In view of Professor
Mann ' s clear value to the Uni vers·i ty as a teacher and scholar ••• • "
with this additional amendment, the motion was approved by a vote
of 87 to 20, the final version to be transmitted to the Regents
being as follows:
"The Faculty of the University of New Mexico concludes . that
the action of the Regents of the University in the Mann
matter reflects an unsatisfactory condition of academic
freedom on the campus. In particular , we strongly deplore
the Regent reversal of the Academic Freedom and Tenure
Conunittee in the Mann case . We urge the Regents to approve
Professor Mann's reappointment as Associate Professor of
Elementary Education . "
The meeting adjourned at 4 : 47 p . m.
John N . Durrie , Secr e l:.ary
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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
SPECIAL FACULTY MEETING
October 30, 1975
A special meeting of the University Faculty on
October 30, 1975, was called to order at 3:37 p.m. in the
Kiva, by President Davis.
PRESIDENT DAVIS

The meeting will please come to

order.
This is a special meeting, and I will read the
request:
"At the request of ninety-nine petitioners,
President Davis has scheduled a special meeting
of the University Faculty for Thursday, October
30th, at three thirty p.m. in the Kiva.

Special Meeting
to Discuss
Regents ' Reversa l
0

f AF &TC Recom-

mendation
Regarding Mann
Tenure

"The purpose of the special meeting, as
expressed by the petitioners, is to discuss a
resolution concerning the Regents' reversal of
the A.F.&T.C. recommendation regarding the tenure
of Associate Professor Johns. Mann.
To quote from
the petition:
· on balance, it seems clear that
Professor Mann has been the subject of unfair
and unreasonable treatment. We hereby call
for a special meeting of the University
Faculty to discuss this matter; the Academic
Freedom and Tenure Committee, as well as the
Regents, are invited to make their cases
before the faculty. At this meeting the
following resolution will be discussed:
'The
Faculty of the University of New Mexico con. eludes that the action of the Regents of the
University in the Mann matter reflects an
unsatisfactory condition of academic freedom
on the campus.
In particular, we strongly
deplore the Regents' rever.sa,l of· the Academic
Freedom and Tenure Committee in the Mann case.'"
In the discussion and debate, I will ask you to
Please identify yourself for the purposes of the reporter.
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of such notice constitutes a violation of Professor Mann's
academic freedom."
Note the first three words, "Under these circumstances."
What were the circumstances? Well, the ones that
they cited as being important were such as these:
Professor Auger, member of the College of Education, who
~
promoted to full professor; David Darling, who was made
dean; Professor Van Dongen, who was given tenure.
The latter two gave ninety percent "A's" and "B's"
during the period in which Professor Mann gave ninety
percent "A's" and "B's"; all three professors signed the
letter expressing intent to disregard the vice-president's
notice to the faculty on grading.
Clearly, the vice-president bears the responsibility
for Mann's not knowing that his grading policy would be
cited in the decision in denial of tenure.
Professor Merkx has the admirable worry, admirable
concern, of excellence at this University, which I share,
but I don't think the Mann case is a question of academic
excellence.
The ground in which Mann is denied tenure was his
failure to practice the grading policy of the University
as defined by the Administration, which is surely not a
major concern of deciding on the excellence of faculty
members.
The Administration did try to buttress its case in
the hearing before the Academic Freedom and Tenure
Committee by appeal to alleged mediocre quality of Mann's
publication record and mediocre quality of his teaching,
but the evidence submitted failed to persuade the
Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee.
In fact, the evidence was not very
Some of the articles that Mann claimed -claimed by the Administration not to have
PUblished, Mann produced at his hearing.
Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee did
following:

strong at all.
that were
actually been
What the
say was the
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"In situations where it is shown that there
is willful intent to evade University criteria, or
where the charge is actions clearly incompetent,
there is at least an open question as to whether
the vice-president is barred from reversing a
favorable recommendation from a charge, and subsequently from the dean."
So they envisioned the possibilities of circumstances in which the failure to provide a 3 (G) notice
does not bind the University to give faculty member
tenure.
Vice-President Travelstead discussed this question
in his recent memorandum claiming that he does have such
power, basing his argument on the Handbook.
I would like
-to maintain whether or not he is barred from reversing a
favorable tenure recommendation, he ought only to do so
for two reasons, and I question whether he has such
reasons.
For example, there is no language about grading
distribution at all in our Handbook.
There is no
language in the bulletin of the University about grading
distribution.
Hence, it's not at all clear to me what
provisions of the rules governing this institution
Professor Mann violated.
Furthermore, the Handbook says in a ~tatement
that Vice-President Travelstead quotes, page thirtyfive-A:
"If the dean, after consultation with the
chairman, decides to forward the recommendation
for nonrenewal of a contract, the faculty member
shall have immediate notice and an opportunity
to present his case to the academic vice-president
before final decision is reached."
But note the antecedent of the condition I have
just read: it is "If the dean, after consultation with
the chairman, decides to forward the recommendation for
nonrenewal of contract," then the consequences.
The Handbook only mentions the vice-president's
r .ole in the case of recommendation for nonrenewal.
It
does not recommend -- there is no role in the rule in the

'

.

.'
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Handbook. This is a defect in the Handbook that it is an
omission in the Handbook, there is no provision made to
the academic vice-president to review a favorable
recommendation for tenure.
Professor Merkx, in his letter, cites precedence;
I don't know of any.
That is, I don't know of any case -perhaps I am wrong, perhaps I can be informed on this -in which a favorable recommendation for tenure has been
overturned, favorable recommendation by the dean h s been
overturned by the vice-president.
Let me conclude by turning to the Regents.
Professor Merkx argues that the Regents certainly were not
improper in reminding "The University" that personal
characteristics are relevant to tenure decisions. Thi s
seems a myopic reason.
The Regents made it, not to the University in
general, but to Steve Mann in particular. They question d
"a faculty member" who had "disrupted" a particular
meeting.
Moreover, the Regents' minutes, on March 26th,
1973, contain th~ following language -- this is from the
A.F.T.C. original report:
"Mr . Roberts said he thought it might be
proper to note in the record that there were -apparently has been no response to the Regents'
request made at their February 23rd meeting for
an apology from Professor Mann. Mr. Horn asked
Mr. Roberts if he interpreted the February 23rd
action as meaning that an apology is definitely
expected, and Mr. Roberts said he did."
.
Seems to me, then, that the Regents clearly did
involve themselves in a particular case prior to the
J?Oint at which they were supposed to act as impartial
Judges.
It's noteworthy that all -- and only the Regents
Who so-called themselves as voting against tenure for
Professor Mann, the other Regents came on the board
~Ubsequent to this incident, at the Faculty Meeting voted
in favor of giving him tenure.

;

"
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I submit if we had an unbiased board of Regents
as we had an unbiased Academic Freedom and Tenure
Committee, Professor Mann's recommendation for tenure
would have been upheld.
Much has been written about the character of the
Regents' decision.
I can summarize that by saying that
they did not answer the carefully made claims to the
Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee; their arguments
were in many cases mere assertions.
They did manage to
say that the notice form doesn't apply in Mann's case,
thus taking upon themselves the power to dispose of the
faculty member's right to due process.
FACULTY MEMBER:
We have a T.V. camera going.
there's any precedent for that.

I don't think

PROFESSOR THORSON
Yes, Mr. President, we passed
a standing motion at the first meeting this fall that we
would allow photography not using lights.
GOODMAN
Final remark, the Mann case is not just
a matter of Steve Mann, I think that's fairly obvious.
It affects us all.
The governance of the University is
a shared responsibility, shared between the faculty, or
among faculty, Regents, Administration, and students.
Each one of those groups has certain areas which is its
prime responsibility.
The area -- an area for which the faculty clearly
has the best qualifications and prime responsibility is
its own composition. We have procedures in this University
to assure that the judgments of the faculty about retention
of its own members are fair and objective.
We have confidential evaluations, we have deans overviewing the
~ecommendation of the department, the deans often have
in many cases have advisory committees to assure that
academic freedom is protected.
We have an Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee
composed of faculty members to oversee the whole process.
In the case at hand, all of those groups of faculty
members recommended that Mann be given tenure.
It is only
the Regents and the Administration who do not, and who
failed to produce compelling reasons for their decision.

•
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If we fail to condemn the Regents for this action,
we acquiesce in a blatant case of the usurpation of our
authorities.
DAVIS

Yes.

PROFESSOR ROEBUCK
I was on sabbatical leave last
semester and so I don't know very many of the detail~ of
the Mann case, and the only thing I have to say on this
topic is you know far better than I do, your acquaintance
with it.
However, corning into the case this semester,
strikes me that the report that the Committee made is
clear, sound, well argued and detailed. This went to the
Regents; the Regents submitted in response no similar
clear, sound response.
Now, I think as was mentioned earlier, many of
their arguments were mere assertions, and many of the
things that the Committee report said are simply brushed
off by the Regents.
Given this response of the Regents to the report
of the Committee, what are we to assume that attitude is
towards the Committee? Contempt, should we say? It
seems a possibility.
It also seems to me that if the Committee on
Academic Freedom and Tenure is to become simply a mouthpiece of the Regents, decisions in which it agrees with
the Regents for its reasons, and if it is to become a
mouthpiece which is ignored with a split comment,
damnably split comment, one might say when it does not
agree with the Regents' conclusion, really should rewrite
the Handbook.
It's really time we had a new policy, to-wit: no
Policy on academic freedom and tenure; nor should we have
any committee on academic freedom and tenure.
There must be surely more important things to
do, like · push lighted matches down one's fingernails and
say you will not give tenure.
As I said, I came in late.
I confine my remarks to
the section of the case with which I am very familiar, and

..

~

'
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even that section of the case disturbs me profoundly.
I would now like to yield, if I may, for cover of
the details, to Professor Cohen, who chaired the Heaiing
Committee, or some other member of the Hearing Committee.
PROFESSOR TOMASSON
I would like to emphasize
somewhat differently, I do favor the motion that is on
the floor, and I see this language like as a case of
selective enforcement.
And I think under our present conditions that,
anybody who knows me, I would be in favor of hiring anybody that gave practically everybody "A's", but in this
case I think there are some extenuating circumstances.
I think you have to look at the circumstances of
the department out of which Steve Mann came. He came
out of a department where practically everybody else in
the department was practicing the same kind of fraudulent
grading as he was.
Perhaps they gave a different proposition of "A's" and "B's", but they · gave virtually no
grades below "B", and in the spring semester of 1973 less
than one percent of the evaluated grades in und ergraduate
courses in the Department of Elementary Education were
below "B", which is really extreme.
And to even the chairman of this department and
who pres:i,ded over this -- I use the word again, "fraudulent
grading," i then ·w e~t o ·n and was promoted to dean of the
College of Education.
And then this other person, who apparently has a
relatively good publication record and had the support of
his department, was -- his tenure was turned down by the
Administration and by the Board of Regents.
And then, on the other hand, others who did the
same thing were promoted, and to higher rank, and to the
deanship of the College of Education.
PROFESSOR ELLIS
DAVIS

May I

Further debate?

ELLIS
I was on the hearing panel for Professor
Mann, and I wanted to ask Russ Goodman a question.

.. 1B

.' .

'•
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In your comments about grading, you may have
created the impression that John Mann's grading, or giving
of "A's", or his distribution was essentially or precisely
the same as other members of the College of Education, or
his department's grading, and the same point that Dick
seemed to be referring to.
And my memory is that may not be exactly the case,
although this may be a minor point to many of you.
I
think it would be important rather than simply make statements about what those are, to cite the exact distributions.
I think you really made a statement that may be
mislead_ing, and I don't think you deliberately did it,
but -- at all, but it's clear to me from -- I recall
Mann's grading, he gave all "A's" or they were withdraws.
There were no "B's" or "C's". But the case of other
individuals, there may have been "B's" and "C's".
I certainly am simply saying that we may be
creating an image that is not precisely correct, and if
you have those data, or anyone has the date to provide us
with that information, I think that information may be
important.
DAVIS
Question was asked of Doctor Goodman.
you care to respond?

Would

GOODMAN
I have the data here. This is grades
assigned 1971 through 1974, before the decision was made.
Mann gave ninety point two percent "A's", point three
percent "B's", no "C's", no "D's", no "F's". Four point
two, credits; point three progress.
Now, do you have data on his department
ELLIS
as an average?
GOODMAN
The other people I mentioned were
Van Dongen and Auger.
Van Dongen gave seventy point three "A's", sixteen
point seven percent "B's", point one percent "C's", point
five percent "F's", four point five percent credit.
Auger gave thirty-three point seven percent "A's" ,
eleven point oh percent "B's", no "C's", no D's", point
two percent "F's", fifty-one point three percent credit.
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Darling gave seventy-two point one percent "A's",
nineteen point four percent "B's", point four percent
"C's" , two point three percent credit.
Two comments I could add to that : one, whether he
had the precise policy of gr ading as these others, or
not, I think we could quibble about: I won't.
ELLIS
No, I won't.
I think it was important to
make clear those distributions are not precisely the same.
GOODMAN
Right. What I did say was that
Van Dongen and Mann both gave over ninety percent "A Is II
and "B's".
ELLIS
GOODMAN
ELLIS
GOODMAN
DAVIS

"A's" over "B's"?
Yes.
So Mann never gave any "B's"?
Yes, he did : point three percent.
Doctor Nason.

PROFESSOR NASON
I would like to get by the matter
with individual disposition of Mr. Mann, which I think
is the lesser of the two issues, and get back to what I
consider to be the principal issue as identified by the
current chairman of the Academic Freedom and Tenure
Committee.
I am not now a member of that committee, but have
been recently enough to have been a participant on the
hearing panel, not for Mr. Mann but for Mr. Djuric.
I am aware that that committee conducted something
like seventy hours of evidentiary hearings, long hours of
assiduous debate, prepared -- someone stated -- during the
case of Mr. Mann's report a very thoughtful, well couched,
Properly directed report to the Board of Regents, and I am
not satisfied in my mind that the Board of Regents has
ever thoroughly complied with paragraph (b) thirty-nine
of the Faculty Handbook, which clearly sets forth a
series of procedures which go beyond what have been done
to this point.

10/30/75, p. 11

But the central fact still remains that there is a n
obliged and disdainf ul d isregard of the c o lleg ial ·func tion
of a faculty in university governance which is historically
justifiable, traditionally defensib l e, and at t h is u n iversity seems to have become progressively eroded by the
Administration bureaucracy and by a simply unenlightened
Board of Regents, which really doesn ' t know wha t its
function ought to be.
And it seems to me this fac u l t y had bet t er be
getting a litt le indignant about the state of affairs as
it now exists, and be thinking about the possibility o f
some alternatives .
If a committee which functio n s as ethi cally and
honestly as A.F.T. can simply be set aside b y p eople wh o
vote their prejudices, who fail dir ectly to respond to the
very cogent arguments that are set f orth in a d ocument
such as that which reported out the Mann find ings, then
I think we are in a state at whic h we have t o think about,
who knows? F ac u lty and s hop steward relationsh ip
rather than a professional kind of relationship with
university management.
And if the Faculty Senate goes through, I think
one of its first concerns better be to reassert what
should be faculty prerogative in the matter of joint
collegial exercise of governance.
May I read this paragraph, Mr. President?
DAVIS

Yes, sir.

NASON

It's as follows:

"The Regents will normally abide by the
Committee's decision.
If the Regents disagree
,with the Committee , the proceeding sha ll be
returned to the Committee with objection s specified.
The Committee shall reconsider t he case
f ol lowing procedures herein before specif i e d for
the o r iginal h e aring, taking account of the s tated
ob jectives , a n d rece i v ing ne w evidence i f
necessary . After reconsid e r at ion, the Committee
shall f rame its deci sion and communicate it in the
same manner as before. After a study o f the
Committee's reconsideration accompanied by the

.

.
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opportunities for oral and written argument by the
principals or their representatives, the Regents
shall make a final decision."
Now, it seems to me the Regents have made a final
decision before this process had been gone through.
DAVIS
the reporter?

Would you cite the reference, please, f or

NASON
Yes, sir.
nine, subsection (b).
DAVIS

Faculty Handbook, page thirty-

Thank you.

Further debate, discussion?
ELLIS
Yes, Marshall, did you say you think the
Regents did not do this?
NASON
I don ' t think they directed themselves t o
the arguments which were set forth by the Committee. I
think they had that responsibility.
ELLIS
That is, give -- whether they sent it back
to the Committee or not? -- which they did do. Okay.
NASON

But they didn't direct themselves to the

DAVIS

Further discussion?

issues.

TOMASSON
I just like to add a bit of data to -I have the data for all the departments in the College o f
Education, and the Department of Psychology for the
spring semester of 1973, and in the lower division courses
there were no grades given at all under the grade of nB " .
During that semester there were only forty-eight
cases, however, and in the upper division -ELLIS

I'm sorry, nineteen hundred seventy-two.

TOMASSON
I don't know if that's hours or stud ent s,
but one percent of the grades were below "B" were a
Va riance
'
of grades.

10/30/75, p. 13
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ELLIS

Which department are you talking about?

TOMASSON
I am talking about the Department of
Elementary Education.
ELLIS

Fine.

TOMASSON
purposes.

I do, I have that for comparison

FACULTY MEMBER

Provide those data.

TOMASSON
I will -- oh, he asked me to provide
the data to the faculty.
Psychology in undergraduate courses, lower division
courses, forty-nine point one percent were below "B", and
upper division courses thirty- one percent were below "B",
in contrast to zero percent and one percent.
DAVIS

Further discussion?

Doc tor Hoyt.
PROFESSOR HOYT
I would like to ask Professo r
Goodman to clarify one point: part of his motion is that
some Regents disqualify themselves, and I am wondering if
the Regents disqualify themselves, will there be enough
to hear the reconsideration of the case? Which Regents
would have to disqualify themselves under your provision?
GOODMAN
All the Regents who participated in the
motion in February, 1972, which specifically singled out
Mann and said that it would be a requirement for tenure
that he apologize, or met the question of his equality to
apologizing to President Heady with his tenure: that would
be four out of the five.
And if I could say something about that -DAVIS

Excuse me

GOODMAN
-- this may seem somewhat comical, I
guess, I got a laugh out of it when you thought about it,
but it has a serious purpose.
We don't have much power here.

The Regents do have

If

t:,~
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the ability of saying the final authority to run the
University.
I am told that the statute gives them the
power to cite -- to decide what textbooks we can use in
our cours es, if they want. We don't have the power here,
but I think that the most we can have~- the most effectiv e we
can be is raising some of these issues to public consciousness.
I don't think this discussion will become public,
if we -- if we charge the Regents with bias in our
motion, I think that would bring out at least one of the
relevant issues in the case.
DAVIS

Further di s cussion?

Doctor Travelstead.
VICE-PRESIDENT TRAVELSTEAD
In answer to Mr. Hoyt's
question, I would like to correct the record.
I think this is correct: there were three out of
the five. Mr. Jaramillo was not on the Board of Regents
at that time, and he did vote with the other three.
I
don't want to argue, except to correct the record, that
it would be three out of the five, instead of four out of
the five.
DAVIS

Faculty member.

PROFESSOR EPSTEIN
Mathematics.

Epstein, Department of

While I attempt to be very unsympathetic toward
lax grading purposes, I would like to ask the vicepresident whether he feels that he really had the
authority to issue a communication concerning grading
policy, and if so, why did he tolerate the deficiencies
shown by other members of the School of Education?
DAVIS

Respond.

TRAVELSTEAD
Mr. Chairman, I had decided not to
participate in open debate on this, for what I think are
good reasons.
I think to try to go through a whole case like
this and take one part of it, leads to another part, is

'
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not proper forum to do that.
I will answer this question, though, and be as
courteous and respectful as I can.
It is true the Faculty Handbook is not specific.
It does not say that every teacher shall give a certain
percentage of grades. The practice over a number of years
I think by the faculty tends to set a pattern which the
faculty itself has set by practice, which I think is a
rather reliable one.
That also does not stop with a certain percentage
dividing line.
It is not true, and I think Mr. Ellis
has already corrected this, that the pattern was the same
between Mr. Mann and the others. There's a great deal o f
difference.
In Ninety percent, all "A's", and ninety percent
combination of "A's" and "B's", the record shows that
Mr. Mann gave one "B" during six consecutive semesters.
The rest were "A" except for "I's" and "W's". This is
not the case with others.
Mr. Goodman did read the record correctly, that was
used in the hearing, and he chose for argument purposes -and I would, too, if I were arguing his side -- to combin e
the "A's" and "B's" •
I submit that when you combine them, it makes a
great deal of difference.
.
The highest one Mr. Au~r, who wa~ cited, had
thirty-three percent "A's".
I think thats a great deal
of difference than ninety percent "A's" and so on. That's
about -- well, in answer to your question, beyond that, in
the spring of '72 and '73, when there was a great deal of
question about grading and what we were going to do about
grading at this institution, many of you will recall that
a committee was set up to look at grading practices and
make recommendations to the faculty about what, if anything, should be down as guidelines or stipulations, or
even complete change in the grading system.
That group was in existence about a year, yearand-a-half.
I think Mr. Howarth was the chairman of it.
He did pursue it seriously and made a recommendation to

-
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the faculty, which was considered, and there was one
minor change I believe, Mr. Howarth, from actual average
to satisfactory for the grade of "C".
The rest of the proposals were not acceptable to
the faculty, which said to me that there still is a broad
support for the practice and the policy as stated in the
Handbook.
I, therefore, did think it appropriate, and I did
send to all the people that had been named in a separate
letter, that I thought that if any change was to be made,
the faculty had this prerogative, and this Committee was
going to report later.
In the meantime, I called for those and everybody
else to adhere to a reasonable practice.
I think Mr. Mann's
practice was unreasonable.
I think the others could be
defended on more rational grounds.
DAVIS

Doctor Howarth.

PROFESSOR HOWARTH
When you hear all the talk
about Professor Mann's misbehavior over grading, I am
reminded of the practice in the sending of murderers and
gangsters to prison, on income tax evasion.
I think Professor Mann's crimes were of a
different nature.
I think he has revolutionary theories
of education, and in his political philosophy, not all of
which I share, by any means.
Perhaps this may be part of what is going on. His
colleagues in the department, though I believe probably
do not share all of his ideas, clearly felt he was a
sufficiently valuable member of the community to
recommend that he be given tenure.
The other thing that he did that was bad was be
rude to the president. And the number -- and he did this
on an occasion in a Faculty Meeting when he had made a
lot of us feel very uncomfortable.
He made a lot of us feel uncomfortable, because
instead of being concerned wit h good manners he was
a bout genocide. He was bringing into the Faculty Meeting
People who talked about this from f irsthand experience,

, ..
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and a number of us were distressed at this and apparently
considered other matters more important, and brought the
matter to the attention of the Regents, who were equally
horrified by this behavior.
I don't know how we resolve this kind of thing.
It's clear that all the faculty groups which concern themselves with the issues have felt that Professor Mann was
a valuable member of this faculty of this university
community. The Regents have not, on the other h and, and
who can say what their motivations are? It's very dangerous
to speculate why other people do things.
I am a little concerned -- intend to vote for this
motion, but I am a little concerned about the effect of
it, because we seem to be getting in a process where the
Regents tell us we are bad, or tell Professor Mann that
he is bad, and we are going to tell the Regents and the
Administration that they are bad.
And they can either say, "Thank you," and -- " but
we won't change our minds," or more likely say nothing
at all. And this doesn't change anything.
In particular, I am a little bothered by the
hostile tone of the addition which Professor Goodman
added to the material that is on the written pap er, and
it may be -- if they take it seriously, it might leav e it
open whether they have a quorum to decide anything at a ll .
In view of this, I would like to propose an
amendment.
I propose the following amendment, that we
delete the additional wording which Professor Goodman
added, and add instead the following:
"In view of Professor
University as a teacher and
Regents to reappoint him as
professor in the Department
FACULTY MEMBER

H
HOWARTj
DAVIS

Mann's value to the
scholar, we urge the
an associate
of Secondary Education . "

Seconded.

"Elementary Education," sorry.
Is there a second?

FACULTY MEMBER

Seconded.
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DAVIS
amendment?

Motion made and seconded.

FACULTY MEMBER

Debate on the

Does that imply tenure?

HOWARTH
I hadn't given the matter any thought.
I assume if the Regents take the matter seriously, the
matter might be settled with goodwill on both sides.
I
would prefer not to try to pressure the Regents more than
necessary.
DAVIS

Further discussion?

PROFESSOR MORRISON
I am a little confused, too.
Do the Regents appoint faculty members?

I said "approve the appointment."

HOWARTH
MORRISON
DAVIS

That's what you said?
Further discussion on the arnendm n?

All in favor of the amendment signify by
"aye"; opposed , "no". The motion is carried .
The motion is amended .

ayin

Could we have th t wording

up here , please, or do you have that?

HOWARTH
DAVIS

I will write it out.
Fine.

Further discussion?

Professor Roebuck.
ROEBUCK
I would like to try again what Marshall
tried so eloquently to do a little earli r, and br'ng this
debate back to what seems to be the central issue of the
day.
I don't think the real issu here is grading
Practice.
I do not think our issue this afternoon is
John Mann.
I do not think it is statistics, I do not
think it is College of Education or any other imrnediat
detailed problem .
The problem here today is academic fre dom and
enure on this campus.
If this motion is passed, academic
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freedom and tenure on this campus will undoubtedly
struggle on in the somewhat halted and lame way it has
been struggling on in the past few years.
If you further and further -- the faculty further
cares to assert itself beyond this1 academic freedom and
tenure may even become healthy again, and learn to walk
reasonably.
If, however, we do not pass this motion today,
whatever the details of it, do not pass the spirit of
this motion today, academic freedom and tenure on this
campus will die, and all of us here present may dance on
its corpse.
DAVIS

Further discussion?

PROFESSOR LOFTFIELD
I would like to agree with
what Miss Roebuck said,the issue is not one of grading
polic~es, in that sense.
I would like to agree with Vice-President
Travelstead, for those of you interested in the minutes
of Academic Freedom and Tenure meetings are full of
several hours of discussion which Professor Mann brought
forth his well reasoned and thought out reasons for
giving all "A's" and "B's".
It is a position with which I do not agree.
It's
a position with which I have argued about with Steve for
three or four years now, but Steve, it should be clear
that Steve was not some kind of clown out of grade school
who was coming down here to give "A's" and "B's", because
he had some clown rebellious streak in him.
He considered pedagogically and professionally a
better way to teach, and in so doing he had put this
position forward to his colleagues in the department that
hired him at the very first meeting they had -- I forget
When it was -- the association's first contact was made.
The chairman of his department, dean of his
school of education, and his colleagues in his department
Were aware of the reasons behind his grading policy, and
Whether they disagreed or not from the very beginning
there was no support in it, to go on with what is at best
a controversial grading policy.

9
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I would tend to agree that I don't think it would
be useful for us at this time to get i~#~erits and
demerits of his grading policy, but for tiiose interested,
once again the minutes of the hearings last spring are
very instructive and very -- the back and forth motion
between the -- Steve and the Academic Freedom and Tenure
Committee, and the reasons for his grading policy.
I agree, things have got pretty well muddled
here. We are not talking about Mann particularly, we
are certainly not talking specifically about grades.
I think it is an error, however, to mix academic
freedom and tenure up with support for the Committee on
Academic Freedom and Tenure, or for the support for the
Department of Elementary Education.
I think that if we read the -- again, coming in

in the cold -- if we read the memo from the Academic
Freedom and Tenure Committee, we find that academic
freedom as defined by the 1940 Statement of Principles,
has hardly been violated.
It is quite interesting. That sta~!11~says
in the first place a man is entitled to ftt~res~arch.
There seems to have been no controversy about that.
The
teacher is entitled to freedom in the classroom in
discussing the material: there seems to be no criticism
of that.
The efficient operation of the institution
requires that the teacher agree to abide by all regulations. Perhaps Doctor Mann was guilty of a violation
there.
The critical thing I think, and which nobody has
really sub.s.cribed to here except Doctor Howarth, is that
in the · college or university the teacher is a citizen, a
member of a learned profession, and free to speak as a
citizen.
Now, perhaps as has been alleged by a number of
People, but not in this meeting, Doctor Mann is being
Persecuted because he was guilty of political feelings
that were intolerable to the community or to some of the
superiors in this university.
If that's the case, the Academic Freedom and Tenure

,
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Committee should have addressed that issue. They have an
extremely weak argument in terms of genuine violations o f
academic freedom, freedom to teach without restriction,
freedom to do research without acad e mic violations. Tho s e
are other than the violation to speak as a citizen.
PROFESSOR WALKER
teach at the law school.

My name is Bob Walker and I

I have been chairman of the Academic Freedom and
Tenure Committee in the past.
I was on sabbatical last
year, however, I did go over to the faculty committee
office the day before yesterday and spend an afternoon
going through the transcripts and the Committee opinions,
the Regents' opinions, and the briefs of counsel in the
case. So I have tried to familiarize myself with it.
It seems to me the Committee did a terribly good
job. They decided that it was unnecessary to determine
whether Mann had violated the university's grading
practice.
The reason i t was unnecessary to decide that,
they said, was that a person of good faith and in
Vice-President Travelstead's position could have, as far
as the substance of the matter was concerned, have
decided either that he had or had not violated the policy.
And, indeed, if one reads the policy, I think
that's a logical conclusion to come to.
It is quite
ambiguous concerning the point in question.
On the other hand, the Committee decided that the
procedure used by Vice-President Travelstead in arriving
at his decision was unfair, and also that in arriving at
the decision he arrived at, he used a reason which was
impermissible.
Now, this is a very common way for courts to reason
or other adjudicative bodies to reason. One common way of
expressing i t is that, one, with ' discretion they make any
decision he or she wishes for any reason he or she wishes,
but not for a wrong reason, not for a bad reason.
The Committee held that Vice-President Travelstead 's
decision was made within a p rocess which was unfair. They
expressed that in terms o f in a peculiar circumstance of
this case, the responsibi l i t y for g i v ing notice having
been shifted to the vice-president.
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They recognize very clearly, very expressly, that
in the ordinary circumstances the vice-president's
authority to make an independent evaluation could not be
undercut simply by a chair person's, dean's, failure to
make a criticism in the tenure evaluation concerning a
particular point.
But, then, the circumstances in this case, they
found weren't at all ordinary. They weren't ordinary
because Vice-President Travelstead had sent out a memorandum to the faculty in which he interpreted the University
policy in one particular way -- the University policy says
in part:
"The only requirement is that whatever
standards are set, the results should be given
in letter grades expressing the level of quality
described in the catalog."
Vice-President Travelstead's statements to the
faculty said in part:
"Giving the same grade to a lar~~ number
of students in the same class is an a
dication
of the teacher's responsibilities to evaluate
academic work continuously according to the catalog
guideline."
Now, Vice-President Travelstead couldn't have
meant what that seems to mean literally.
I assume he
means something like -- and he has clarified that he
thinks over the history of the University it became the
rule -- it's something like a curve is required.
But it certainly was a matter for honest debate,
and it was debated. There was a letter sent to the
College of Education signed by I think six people. Among
those people were Professor Darling, Professor Jaramillo,
and Professor Mann.
I am not concerned about what the other people who
ga~e high grades did in terms of their success within the
University. But I am terribly worried as was the
Committee, that here Vice-President Travelstead promoted
Professor Darling to dean, Professor Jaramillo was Steve
Mann's department chairwoman; the vice-president
essentially is responsible for creating a situation in
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which it was quite obvious that no notice was ever going
to be given to Steve Mann that his grading practice
jeopardized his possibility of getting tenure.
And don't make the mistake of assuming there's an
obvious connection; the debate concerning the grading
policy was not carried out within the context of tenure
evaluation.
It's quite possible under our principles of
academic freedom, nontenured professors have a right to
academic freedom that a nontenured profession would
engage with the academic vice-president on a tenure poll
and act on his debate, and assume that he was progressing
fairly well toward tenure.
No one told Steve Mann he better change his grading
practices or he wasn't going to get tenure. And one of
the reasons no one ever told him that was that VicePresident Travelstead helped to create a situation in the
Department of Education which was quite obvious that no
one would tell him that.
Now, that's unfair. That special circumstance,
not ordinarily but in that special circumstance, vicepresident's responsibility to see that something is done
about the professor on a tenure track making an assumption
that he is progressing fairly well, when in fact the
Vice-president feels he or she is not.
The -- there is an inconsistency, it seems to me,
in Vice- President Travelstead's attitude concerning the
~nterpretation of the grading policy. The inconsistency
15 this: he was asked according to the transcript of the
hearing, whether he felt Dean Darling had been derelict
in his duty in not, as part of his evaluation of
Professor Mann, criticizing his grading practices,
Professor Mann's grading practices.
And Vice-President Travelstead says, "No".
The transcript is garbled at this point, however,
the words are to the effect of assumptions and motives,
and I really can't do better than that because the transcript kind of falls apart.
But it seems quite apparent, nevertheless, that

..
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what Vice-President Travelstead was saying, he did,
indeed, say "No", it wasn't a dereliction.
It seems
apparent that the rest of what he was saying was that he
thought Dean Darling wasn't necessarily outside the pale
of an honest assumption about interpreting this policy.
Now, I ask you, if Dean Darling, in not mentioning
this to Mann as part of his evaluation of Mann, was
within the pale of the policy, how can it be that Steve
Mann, a lesser -- a professor of lesser experience here,
could have been so outside the pale that it's the basis
for denying him tenure? I ask you that.
I think I know the answer.
I think I know the
answer: it's because Dean Darling, so far as the Regents
and I know, has never been as rude in public as Steve
Mann has been.
(Applause.)
And that's a sorry state of affairs to exist at
this University.
Now, again, I seem never to be present when things
go on. Again, I wasn't present at that November, 1972,
Faculty Meeting; again, I brought back a written transcript
lawyers love to read transcripts.
I have studied it rather carefully. As far as I
could tell from the transcript, Steve Mann was never out
of order. He was rude.
He was never out of order.
There was a faculty member who, according to the
transcript, was out of order, but it wasn't Steve Mann.
Steve Mann told the President Heady to shut up. He told
the President Heady to shut up, upon President Heady's
asking him, "Professor Mann, what is your point of
personal privilege?"
"Shut up, that's my point of personal privilege."
.
He speaks very briefly, he sits down.
Tillotson is recognized.

Professor

.
The point is that there was nothing that went on
in that meeting that we shouldn't be able to live with.
~he orderliness of our process is not so crystalline that
it's going to be shattered by that kind of genuine -- and
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for good reason -- anger and rudeness.
I don't like rudeness.
I try not to be rude.
In
fact, I kind of like a kind of eloquence in interpersonal
relationships which disallows rudeness and discourtesy.
On the other hand, I think we can sometime s tolerate
it.
Steve Mann was denied tenure because of a decision
that his practice so violated the grading policy that we
couldn't endure him.
Yet, at the same time, Dean Darling,
not bothering to criticize him for that -- as a matter of
fact, he approved it -- did not violate the policy.
I submit to you the reason has to do with rudeness.
Now, I think this is a terribly important issue
from the personal perspective of Steve Mann. We shouldn't
forget him as a human being.
I doubt that he can get
another job after having been denied tenure here. This
probably will ruin his career, and we should not forget
that personal element.
On the other hand, I agree there's an important
institutional element involved, when the Regents from an
exercise of power and without a statement of reasons,
can undo the hard work of a committee like the Academic
Freedom and Tenure. And they are in the habit of it,
this is not new, the way they did in this case, the work
of the faculty committees will atrophy . . ,
We now have authority over nearly every decision
of the University, unless it's controversial, and in that
circumstance, our work will atrophy.
I will stop.
DAVIS

Thank you.

Let's observe the five-minute limitation here.
hate to break into the statements.

I

PROFESSOR CARASSO
I was not here last year, and
a point of information I would like to ask Professor
Goodman how many members of the Academic Freedom and
Tenure Committee found that Doctor Travelstead and the
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Regents acted in the proper way in connection with
Professor Mann's decision, and of those, what is the
standing in the Committee of each member?
I have the impression, since I was not here last
year, that this is a rather remarkable case, and I would
like some information.
DAVIS

Can you answer, Doctor Goodman?

ROEBUCK
The hearing panel which was made up in
the form of a committee, as the committee's normal
practice, presented its reports. The committee was
unanimous in agreeing with that report.
We h v very
little to count.
Thank you.
DAVIS

Further

HOYT
I think an important point has
about the conduct of a meeting where Steve M
to the president.
I think there is an imper
here, I think there was something wrong with

be n r
d
nn w
de
an point
that meting.

Steve Mann should have been call d to order. We
all were extremely embarrassed about it. The point I
want to make is that it's the faculty's responsibility
to call a member of the faculty to order, and we should
have done it.
It isn't the Regents' responsibility to tell the
faculty how to conduct its business at the Faculty
eetings.
That's why it's gotten the Regents into a
lot of trouble in this case.
But I don't think we should
let this happen again.
I think when a faculty member makes a cornrnent as
much out of order as Steve Mann's comments were at that
~eeting, he should have been called to order right there
in that meeting.
I intended to come to the next meeting and move
that those remarks be expunged from the record.
Unfortunately, I thought the meeting was being held at
three thirty, and the meeting wash ld at three, and I
came too late.
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But someone should have done that. The faculty
should police itself. Perhaps it was President Heady's
fault because he made no comment on the disorderly remark
at l~e meeting, but I don't think we should accept the
prmnt, that it's up to the Regents to tell the faculty
howAdo conduct their meeting.
DAVIS

Further discussion?

Yes, sir.
PROFESSOR HOMESTEAD

Homestead, from the library.

I think it's been noted by the last speaker, or one
of the last speakers from the law school, that this case
seems to rest itself on an ethical issue much more than on
a technical matter such as grading, even though that has
some relevance.
We have on that page one, covering letter from
Secretary Durrie, quoting the A.F.T.C. On balance, it
seems here that Professor Mann has been the s ub ject of
unfair and unreasonable treatment.
That's a very powerful statement, and I think
they have documented the reasons for making that statement.
"Unfair", you could easily substitute the term
"unjust". Who would quibble with that substitute? We
could easily substitute "unreasonable" for "prejudicial",
or "neurologic '', or some other equivalent term.
.
Now, what I am getting at is that here we are, an
institution that aspires to lead, who? Our young. To
teach them, to instruct them,to give them knowledge how to
do things, how to think things through, to have a judgment, as to what is cheap and what is more valuable,
what is tinsel and what is gold, and so on.
We profess, that's the name of our title,
professor". We don't fulfill that always, but we should
always aspire towards that.
II

I can't see how we are in any way fulfilling that
aspiration when we -- when a man who has served this
University, who has gotten the approva l of his colleagues,

•
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gotten the approval of the dean of that college, the
students, apparently, on the whole if not unanimously,
found his teachings valuable: when that is the case, and
then we have an incident that has been alluded to an
unfortunately abrupt, impulsive, moment of anger -"shut up" -- why do we remember?
Have we forgotten what's happened in congress
through our years? They didn't just say "shut up,"
they got and fought with their fists at times: do you
remember that? Historians, am I correct in saying that?
'rhey did.
And in the cloakrooms, too: very ungentlemanly
conduct.
Now, I am not, by alluding to that, suggesting
that we are going to have a free-for-all, or that we are
going to recommend bad language. Our friend from the law
school said he believes, and I think we all believed, and
I am sure Professor Mann in -- on balance and all together
believes that reasonable and polite discourse should be
the universal rule.
I wish to conclude by using one term that is fixed
in that Handbook, the Faculty Handbook, concerning the
qualities that we expect of tenured members in personal
characteristics, and that is: "compassion".
We are all supposed to have not only a knowledge
of the meaning of "compassion" as far as the dictionary,
but also when it relates to an individual. And there, I
wish to remind you of that.
FACULTY MEMBER
DAVIS

Call for the question.

The question has been called.

All in favor of voting on the question say "aye";
opposed, "no". The question has been called. We will
proceed to vote.
Do you have the ballots?
MR. DURRIE
language again?

Russ, will you read that added

...
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DAVIS
The motion is -- the motion is as it was
written with the addition as the amended -- as amended
by Professor Howarth.
DURRIE
HOWARTH

I think I know that.
Delete the introductory

FACULTY MEMBER

Could you read the entire motion?

ELLIS
Are we voting on the entire motion, or
the amendment?
DAVIS
We are voting on the entire motion at this
time . We have already approved the amendment.
I am
getting the wording of the amendment and then I will read
the entire motion after I get that.
HOWARTH

The additional language was as follows:

"In view of Professor Mann's clear value to
the University as a teacher and scholar, we urge
the Regents to approve the reappointment of Steve
Mann as an associate professor of Elementary
Education."
DAVIS

The total motion is this:

"The Faculty of the University of New Mexico
concludes that the action of the Regents of the
University in the Mann matter reflects an
unsatisfactory condition of academic freedom on
the campus. In particular, we strongly deplore
the Regent reversal of the Academic Freedom and
Tenure Committee in the Mann case. In view of
Professor Mann's clear value to the University
as a teacher and scholar, we urge the Regents to
reappoint him as a member of the faculty of the
Department of Elementary Education."
HOWARTH

No, "approve the reappointment."

DAVIS
"Urge the Regents to reappoint him as a
member of the faculty of the Deparbnent of Elementary
Education."
I will read it once more.
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HOWARTH
No, the wording was to "urge the Regents
to approve the reappointment of Steve Mann as an associate
professor."
I don't know whether it makes any difference, but
somebody pointed out the Regents don't appoint faculty
members,but they do approve the appointment.
ELLIS
Mr. Goodman, would you make that as a
substitute motion, or do you want to leave it on with
the other?
HOWARTH
DURRIE

I made it as an amendment, and it passed.
It's already been approved.

ELLIS

All right.

DAVIS

All right.

I will read it once more.

"The Faculty of the University of New Mexico
concludes that the action of the Regents of the
University in the Mann matter reflects an
unsatisfactory condition of academic freedom on
the campus. In particular, we strongly deplore
the Regent reversal of the Academic Freedom and
Tenure Committee in the Mann case. In view of
Professor Mann's clear value to the University
as a teacher and scholar, we urge that the Regents
approve his reappointment as a member of the
faculty of Elementary Education."
PROFESSOR COHEN
Mr. Chairman, may I have a
second as a matter of personal privilege, because of my
centrality in this dispute?

S0r.~tf
~:ailiQ

DAVIS
Cohen.

If there is no objection, Professor

COHEN
This is the first time that I have heard
that motion. I don't like it.
I thi~it confuses the
issue. It brings together two dispar~ elements, and
I would like a clearcut vote on the issue of academic
freedom as such, as not contaminated by any situations
relative to Professor Mann.
(Applause.)

.
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DAVIS
We will proceed to vote on the motion with
the amendment as stands.
All in favor signify by saying "aye" -FACULTY MEMBER
Mr. Chairman, the point that was
raised, we need a substitute motion on the floor.
FACULTY MEMBER

No, you have to defeat that.

DAVIS
There's a motion on the floor, and I
yielded to a point of personal privilege in regard to
Professor Cohen in arriving late, and allowed him to
speak.
Now, all in favor of the motion as amended
signify by saying "aye"; opposed, "no".
The Chair would rule that the motion lost.
could take a count if you choose.

We

PROFESSOR GREGORY
I would like to move the
identical motion, but deleting the introductory words to
the amendment as offered by Professor Howarth.
It seems to me this body is not in the position to
judge whether or not Mr. Mann was a valuable member of
faculty.
That is a judgment which cannot be made
efficiently by this group. This group can only discuss,
it seems to me, intelligently, the procedures that were
followed in reaching the decision.
And I think we ought to focus narrowly on that
issue, rather than open a can of worms about whether or
not Mr. Mann was indeed a valuable member of the faculty.
There may be a difference of opinion, and I don't think
~he faculty ought to be constrained in -- in committing
itself.
DAVIS
Would you clarify your motion and state it
as you wish it to read, please?
GREGORY
I believe your motion began with the
affairs -- if I may see that -HOWARTH
The amendment, "In view of Professor
Mann's clear value to the University as a teacher and
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scholar, we urge the Regents" -- I would simply delete
"in view of Professor Mann's clear value to the
University as L~e3 cher and scholar," and start, "we urge
the Regents tci~he- reappointment of Steve Mann as an
associate professor of Elementary Education."
FACULTY MEMBER

Seconded.

DAVIS
It's been moved and seconded. The Chair
would like to clarify, is this to be amended to the
motion the original part of the motion as stipulated by
the - - in the original?
GREGORY

Yes, please.

DAVIS
Which would begin -- and I will try to do
the best to clarify:
"The Faculty of the University of New Mexico
concludes that the action of the Regents of the
University in the Mann matter reflects an
unsatisfactory condition of academic freedom on
the campus .
In particular, we strongly deplore
the Regent reversal of the Academic Freedom and
Tenure Committee in the Mann case. We urge the
Regents to approve Professor Mann's reappointment as a member of the faculty of the Department
of Elementary Education."
HOYT

. I move the previous question.

FACULTY MEMBER
DAVIS
question.

Seconded.

It's been moved and seconded to vote the

All 1.n favor say "aye"; opposed, "no".
All right, we will vote on the motion. We should
restate it and be clear on what we are voting on.
All in favor of the motion as just stated,
signify by saying "aye"; opposed, "no". Chair rules
that the "ayes" have it. That motion is carried.
Call for a division? You wish a count? All right,
been called for a count . All in favor sig nify by standing.

-
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PROFESSOR JESPERSON
secret ballot.

I would like to call for a

DAVIS
It's recall.
procedure of voting.

We are already in the

All in favor please stand.
Chair rules that the motion has passed.
PROFESSOR MC RAE
Mr. Chairman, I would like to
ascertain that the minutes show the division of the house.
THE REPORTER

Yes, it does.

MC RAE
We are constantly taking action here with
a hundred members or so on behalf of the seven hundred
absent members in the name of the faculty.
I think the
record should show the division.
THE REPORTER
DAVIS

It does show: eighty-seven to twenty.

Professor Thorson.

THORSON
Mr. president, it has come to my
attention that the west coast office of the American
Society of University Professors has written to the
University, and I would like to ask you a point of clarification: if the University has responded to their inquiry
and if they have, what is the nature of that response?
DAVIS
There has been no response to it, Professor
Thorson.
I was waiting until the conclusion of this
meeting.
THORSON
DAVIS

Fine.

Further business?

FACULTY MEMBER
DAVIS

Thank you.

Move we adjourn.

Move we adjourn.

Meeting stands adjourned.

Adjournment, 4:47 p.m.

John N. Durrie,
Secretary

.

